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Gender and Environmental 
Strategies in India 
Sirisha C. Naidu 
Wright State University 
Debate surrounding Protected Areas 
•  Conserva@on versus development?  
•  Neoliberal conserva@on policies and livelihood 
considera@ons (Castree, 2008)  
Protected Area and its Impacts 
•  What are the socioeconomic impacts of 
environmental strategies? 
•  More specifically, how does it impact ‘local’ 
people along class and gender cleavages?   
– Needs to take into account coping strategies  
Chuhar Valley: Nargu Sanctuary 
Enclosing the Commons: Nargu Sanctuary   
• Dense and semi‐
dense forests  
• Villages around 
1,800 – 2,500 
meters above sea 
level 
• Incline greater 
than 60 degrees  
Chuhar valley: Economy 
•  Economy is agropastoral  
•  Very high forest dependence  
•  PeWy commodity produc@on – hor@culture 
and cash crops  
Enclosing the Commons:  
Nargu sanctuary 
•  Wildlife sanctuary created in 1974 in Mandi 
district in the Middle Himalayan ranges in 
Himachal Pradesh, India  
•  Area of 278 sq kilometers   
•  River Uhl runs along its western boundary 
Data  
  Comparing villages in protected with non‐
protected areas 
  6 villages in sanctuary and 6 outside the 
sanctuary 
  217 respondents using stra@fied sampling 
procedure 
Measuring Access 
•  Ribot and Peluso (1997): focus on natural 
resources  
– Defacto versus dejure access  
– Legal versus level of extrac@on  
Measuring Access 
•  Time use:  
– analysis of resource extrac@on 
– comment on the labor process and situa@ng 
within the processes of capitalist accumula@on 
– Household produc@on and reproduc@on – difficult 
to separate (Beneria, 1979)  
Mean Time Use (in minutes/day) 
Less than 2 
acres 
Between 2 
and 4 acres  
Greater than 4 
acres 
Males  Females  Males  Females  Males  Females 
Agriculture  Sanctuary  153  160  174  172  109  89 
Non‐
sanctuary 
64  135  344  147  246  155 
Fodder 
from 
private 
land  
Sanctuary  17  55  38  36  0  56 
Non‐
sanctuary 
7  39  0  78  45  48 
Time Use: Comparing Sanctuary and 
Non‐sanctuary villages  
•  Agricultural ac@vi@es 
– Except for men and women with landholdings 
below 2 acres, men and women in non‐sanctuary 
villages spend more @me than those in sanctuary 
villages 
– Class and gender differences maWer  
•  Fodder from private agricultural land 
– Men and women in of all landholding categories 
sanctuary villages spend more @me collec@ng 
fodder from private land 
– Class and gender differences maWer  
Mean Time Use (in minutes/day) 
Less than 2 
acres 
Between 2 
and 4 acres  
Greater than 4 
acres 
Males  Females  Males  Females  Males  Females 
Wage 
labor 
Sanctuary  223  44  141  36  83  120 
Non‐
sanctuary 
72  36  16  50  0  0 
Forest   Sanctuary  23  109  21  106  60  187 
Non‐
sanctuary 
36  193  66  182  47  267 
Time Use  
•  Forest ac@vi@es  
– Women of all land classes living outside the 
sanctuary spend more @me in collec@ng non‐
@mber forest products  
•  Wage Labor  
– Men and women of all land classes living within 
the sanctuary spend more @me in wage work 
– Women in households with landholdings greater 
than 4 acres living in sanctuary villages spend 
more @me in wage compared to other land classes   
Mean Time Use (in minutes/day) 
Less than 2 
acres 
Between 2 and 
4 acres  
Greater than 4 
acres 
Males  Females  Males  Females  Males  Females 
Personal 
@me  
Sanctuary  168  167  240  168  218  177 
Non‐
sanctuary 
326  189  251  188  251  193 
Total 
work 
@me  
Sanctuary  541  728  561  664  507  719 
Non‐
sanctuary 
437  697  577  749  480  740 
Time Use  
•  Personal Time 
–  Except for men in households with less than 2 acres, 
class differences do not maWer with respect to 
personal @me  
– Gender maWers  
•  Total Work Time  
–  Class differences are not significant 
– Does not maWer whether live within or outside the 
sanctuary 
– Women spend more @me working than men across 
different land classes 
Mean value of Income, Assets  
(in Rs. per year) 
Less than 2 
acres 
Between 2 
and 4 acres 
Greater 
than 4 
acres 
Money 
income 
Sanctuary  58,936*  43,409*  73,524* 
Non‐
sanctuary 
51,482*  55,688*  75,323* 
Assets   Sanctuary  30,081*  20,149*  39,642* 
Non‐
sanctuary 
27,688**  25,720**  67,070** 
Comparing Assets and Income 
•  Total money income  
–  Sta@s@cally different across class  
–  Is not sta@s@cally different across sanctuary and non‐
sanctuary villages except for the class between 2 and 
4 acres  
•  Value of Assets  
–  Sta@s@cally different across land classes 
–  Sta@s@cally different across sanctuary and non‐
sanctuary villages 
– Higher for households in non‐sanctuary villages  
Mean value of Consump@on  
Expenditure (Rs. per month) 
Less than 2 
acres 
Between 2 
and 4 acres 
Greater than 
4 acres  
Food 
consump@on 
expenditure 
Sanctuary  1,366***   1,474***  1,856*** 
Non‐
sanctuary 
1,327**  1,479**  1,704** 
Non‐Food 
consump@on 
expenditure  
Sanctuary  2,050  2,258  1,832 
Non‐
sanctuary 
10,699  4,611  1,521 
Comparing Consump@on Expenditures 
•  Expenditure on food consump@on 
– Varies across class groups 
– Difference in means across sanctuary and non‐
sanctuary villages is not sta@s@cally significant  
•  Expenditure on non‐food consump@on 
– Difference in means is not significant across class  
– Difference in means is not significant across 
sanctuary and non‐sanctuary villages  
Nargu Sanctuary 
  “Development” and “eco‐development  
 hotels and tourist centers  
 Recrea@onal fishing center  
 Cement factory nearby  
Status of Women in Himachal Pradesh 
•  Sex ra@o in Mandi district 
– 1,013 for every 1000 males  
– na@onal average = 927 
•  “Schooling revolu@on” in HP (Dreze and Sen, 
2000)  
– Elimina@on of gender bias in elementary 
educa@on 
– Literacy rate among girls aged 15‐19 shot up from 
11 % in 1961 to 86% in 1991   
– School aWendance among girls aged 6‐14 more 
than 97%  
Flexibiliza@on of the Labor Force  
1999‐2000 (in millions)   2004‐2005 (in millions)  
Informal 
sector 
Formal 
sector Total 
Informal 
sector 
Formal 
sector Total 
Services 
Informal 
workers  64.24  7.93  72.17  80.59  8.99  89.6 
Formal 
workers 0.92  21.14  22.06  0.9  22.16  23.05 
Total 65.16  29.07  94.23  81.5  31.16  112.65 
Source: NCEUS, 2009 
 Informal/Formal Sector Workers 
 Flexibiliza@on of the Labor Force  
1999‐2000 (in lakhs)   2004‐2005 (in lakhs)  
Informal 
sector 
Formal 
sector Total 
Informal 
sector 
Formal 
sector Total 
Industry  
Informal 
workers 43.75 12.13 55.88 59.42 16.71 76.14 
Formal 
workers 0.48 8.14 8.61 0.5 8.67 9.15 
Total 44.23 20.27 64.49 59.92 25.38 85.29 
Source: NCEUS, 2009 
 Informal/Formal Sector Workers 
Projected Employment by Formal & 
Informal Work Status 
Year 
GDP 
growth rate 
Employment % share 
Formal  Informal  Total 
2006‐07  Actual  7.93  92.07  100 
2011‐12  9  7.08  92.92  100 
7  7.18  92.82  100 
5  7.27  92.73  100 
2016‐17  9  6.1  93.9  100 
7  6.32  93.68  100 
5  6.54  93.46  100 
Source: NCEUS, 2009 
Some Tenta@ve Conclusions 
•  Consequences of enclosing the commons: 
“Accumula@on by dispossession” (Harvey, 
2005) 
– Loss of control and access to means of produc@on 
and reproduc@on  
– Subs@tu@on of wage work for household 
produc@on  
– Expenditure levels are comparable within and 
outside the sanctuary  
Some Tenta@ve Conclusions 
•  Gender Implica@ons  
– Women of richer households also engage in wage 
labor but s@ll a patriarchal society 
– Newer (or classical) forms of patriarchy   
– No legal access to private land but loss in access to 
common lands  
– Does increase in wage employment compensate 
for loss of resources and assets? (Agarwal, 1995)  
– Process of semi‐proletarianiza@on of concern 
under current labor climate 
